Wendell Rawls Q/lO/78 

New York 1'imes Bureau 
1920 L St., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Dear Wendell, 

If grow lack of trust or any other reason you can’t tell me what kind of story 
you are working on please do not oull me again. Prior to yesterday I twioe cautioned 
you about this and about the possibility of getting sandbagged. After being sand- 
bagged you phoned without indicating more than that you wore looking for information 
and even when I was again cautioning you ignored the caution. As a result your latest 
adventure in leak-scoop journalism is neither accurate nor honest and i$ atill another 
bit of Times propaganda for those who have become the current Congressional Mo^arthyso 

I phoned you after receiving a number of calls from reporters who within my 
experience are good reporters. Jn your absence 1 spoke to Tony, whose representation 
of the story is other than what had been given to me. After speaking to Vony I drove 
into Frederick, got a copy of today’s Star, .read the story and by this have been made 
to feel unclean. 

J. 

This is not from any inability to deal with those who do not agree with me 0 Most 
of the reporters for whom I take time do not agree with me^^Sa^fias^no tiling to do 
with my willingness to take the time they require and aw you know I do a pond the time. 

^ou did not tell me you were working on a story on the committee, its appro priar- 
tion, fehe police tape or tests of any kind. If you had than you would not have been 
able towrite what you turned in add. the Times put on its wire to deceive and mislead 
the Congress, which will vote on the appropriation, and the people, who have been 
Sorely abuse by all sides. 

Your second g.ruf states that "the committee has found," a false notion 
in other ways. The only tiling the committee found is a Penn Jones newsletter of a 
year or more ago with the identical story from the identical source, that tape 0 
^ou then credit to these stumblebums "This new evidence..." and "the new evidence" 
and "the only tape ooording of the assassination known to exist" (have you confirmed 
it is genuine?) plus secrecy for more tiian a year, wiiich serves to justify its star 
chamber life. 

If there is an authentic testing that proves what you without qualification 
say has been proven it will do no more than confirm whut 1 have Baid all along. I 
would welcome this kind of confirmation, not object to it. 

Your (plural) story states that "the committee has found 'acoustical evidence* 
that four shots, one more than was identified by the Warren Commission..." Another 
reporter, wlio 3(>oke to Bolt, Baranek & Newman, tells me that the company believeSan 
e*ho is possible, among other tilings. And the Commission did, not "/identify" three 
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shots, . It concluded, there were three because more than three means conspiracy. It 
"identified" more than three from a number of witnesses. Thus your penultimate graf 
is inaccurate in saying that the committee "would produce the first dispute of the 
Warren Commission's findings from an official source..." Most people will, I believe, 
agree with mo that J. Edgar Hoover, the FBI and the Secret Service are official 
enough-and all disputed the Commission. 

What you did check with me, if not in this context, is not reflected accurately. 
You say that the FBI "reported that it required 2.3 seconds between shots to operate 
the holt and/reload the weapon." The Fbl did not provide this representation of a 
variable and it is not what I told you. You fo.Uow this with what is not true and 
what 1 did not tell you, "This conformed to the time estimates mdde from a film of 
the shooting and with statements of witnesses.” 

The propaganda gets wild with what you did not check with me, "...though the 
existence of t&. the police tape may have been known to the commission, the types 
of acoustical tests now possible were not available in 1964." 

The last tax statement is equivalent to saying that mntil man reached the moon 
he could not /fly. In fact Bill Laboratories, at WhippanJ, N.J., mude such tests and 
reached conclusions with what Y believe it found was- a fabricated tape. In 1964. 

TJ)e Commission liad arid published three contradictory versions of "tire police 
tape," the last, an incomplete one, by the FBI. (l believe there was a reoord as 
well as other police broadcasts that were taped, like those of the state and tire 
county.) Are you saying that the Commission "m^ v have known" of the existence 
of what it hud transcribed for it? If you do not say this you omit something. 

There is more inaccuracy and infidelity but I take no more time for it. 

If the Times wants to puff these junior Keystone *opa the place for that is on 
the editorial page , not in what is falsely represented as news and is inaccurate 
to boot. I regret Unit the Tj_ me s has seen fit to allow itself to be seduced by leaks 
calculated to result in the propaganda that resulted. I regret any misleading of the 
country on tills subject, which I do not regard as a whodunit. 

But if the Times believed it had decent journalistic hold on a story, where is 
any reflection of the failurjfe of all official, investigators, including but not limited 
to the Conmdssion and the FBI? Can this be because the Tp mes has been steadfast in 
its support of both with regard to that assassination? If tills is a new tape or an 
old mne, can the earlier offioial investigators have done their job? 

How you could conclude that four shots would "bring investigators no closer to 
actually determining a conspiracy" 1 leave to you when there is no question that four 
shots could not have been fired by any one man with that rifle. Or do you end in the 
belief that more than one person does not mean conspiracy? 
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W,JU " i° u c ‘ UU:n IU! could you not luiv. asked me if lid iss a new story? •*■£ any 
uori iui3 btJ ‘- ri duiK ' ° 1! ' lt if past? (Actual ly, ail the ooim. dUeo^repivaent/ is 
alnu a duplication oi the laat piece I saw in the- J ones newsletter, t);e second on tliis.) 

ion could not have called the company that made the- tonin'.' Kvon ho lino did that, 
on -u 1 1 ly did . .m s ijeve that under any circumstances 1 would (five your story 
to another reporter, did you? 

] " Ul leJ 1 wit,l0Ul ‘‘niicnal explanation oi' this . rain. i d raeci^cy which 
emur-od as cl eap probanda, it in not the personal or profeuaionaJ standards I 
would onlj.nar.Uy expect ol' 1-1..: htmoa or of you or of anyone doe co.. . acted with the 
story, outside the leakers. 

Ilien: .in, nr Jar . : ' cm: pereijw , i.o rational explanation I'or your tpa^nr 

Pai.lia-o to Check the important parts ol' your story. 

lour own earlier reporting ol tain committee's representations should have filled 
you to overt I owing with misgi vingi;, 

id course i.t your failure to chock tli- essential parts of your story with me when 
you phoned comes from a luck of trust in me then on this basis alone there is no 
reasun for you to ask anything of me. if you «-«rJ trust me how can you possibly 
trust anything 1 might. say? 

u n lay ,,nrl ] 

be foUttinr; In to and as la also true with your story, if what 1 provide is going to 
be ropreuont.fi i J nueewrn tely , even ji eel .d i rjU.W-d to „.e pern. mu I l ,y . 

x hi.s a I III pill ill.:, I heliovc, Ul u, oh. i* .'V.u.c. ol' noiiuul , I in.lid Jolt i „.c, respected 

Jtnu-nn Li stic pn.cl.j se. for my part .! Uiieve the etliical iuiiu j.uui. la the scrupulous 
observance of t&l'a accepted and i think proper standards. 1 h..ve yet to reouJ vo a 
complaint that 1 do nut abide by them. Nobody lint to ask me to an.i J regret having 

i±r\y cuuut-s to ioul Dial I have to ask ao^y j*^porte;r to do sOo 

Sinee^/n.l y , 

Harold Weiaberg 


1 should know what I am being e itffiw t about, what I might 



